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The relation between sections i (2) and 4 (i) (d) seems reason-
ably clear.1 Having first ascertained that the person against
whom the jurisdiction is invoked is a 'debtor* within the mean-
ing of the earlier section, the creditor must then have regard to
the qualifications of that section introduced by 4 (i) (</).
A foreigner, for instance, not engaged in business, who fraudulently
preferred one of his creditors while on a visit to London, would be im-
mune from the bankruptcy j urisdiction of the English court, unless he
was domiciled in England or within the kst year had ordinarily resided
in that country.
Again, a Scottish merchant, even though covered by section i (2)
because trading in England through an agent, would be equally im-
mune in the absence of an English domicil or residence.
The jurisdiction of the court is, however, wider when it is Debtor's
the debtor himself who initiates proceedings by the presenta- bar^ruPtcy
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tion of a bankruptcy petition. Such a petition is in itself an act
of bankruptcy,2 and nothing more is required to found juris-
diction than that the petitioner should be a 'debtor* within the
meaning of section i (2).
If the above conditions have been satisfied, the English Bank-
court is not deprived of jurisdiction merely because bankruptcy ruPtcy
proceedings have been initiated in a foreign country.3 The abroIddnoSS
Court of Bankruptcy has a discretion to refuse jurisdiction if an bar «p
inequitable use is being made of the English statute,4 but the jurisdiction
existence of similar proceedings abroad is not of itself a valid
reason for a refusal to exercise jurisdiction here. Jurisdiction,
however, will be refused where an adjudication would be use-
less and embarrassing, as, for instance, where proceedings have
been started abroad and there are no assets in England.5 The
principle that English jurisdiction is not ousted by the mere
existence of foreign proceedings would seem to apply, not only
where the debtor himself has set the foreign court in motion,
but also where the creditors have started proceedings abroad;
though it must be observed that Warrington L. J. has suggested
that there is a stronger ground for the ouster in the latter case.6
The matter just discussed brings us to the vexed question of Concurrent
concurrent bankruptcies.7 It is a matter of common occurrence
1 As to the interaction of the statutory provisions see 12 M.L.R. 462 et seqq.
(Dr. K. Lipstein).	2 Bankruptcy Act, 1914, s. i (i) (/).
3	In re McCulloch (1880), 14 ChJX 716; In re a Debtor, [1922] 2 Ch. 470;
In re a Debtor, [1929] i Ch.. 362, 370.
4	InreMcCuIlQck9supra9ttp*rji<)*    s Inre Robinson (1883), 22 ChJD. 816.
6 In re a Debtor, [1922] 2 Ch. at p. 474.      7 See Westkke, pp. 162-71.
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